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Attachment to Advisory Action 

Applicant's response filed 8/2/2010 has been fully considered but is not persuasive. 

Specifically, applicant argues (A) that the crystallization of Oya within a heating time of 
5-30 seconds is only in association with orientation and not applicable to the vacuum, air 
pressure, vacuum air pressure, or press forming like claimed and (B) that previously claimed 
properties of crystallization index and absolute value of a heat-up crystallization heat amount are 
not disclosed by prior art and are the inherent results of the claimed process. 

With respect to argument (A), the examiner agrees that the heating time of 5-30 seconds 
disclosed in col. 10, lines 10-16 is only in associated with orientation. Even so, Oya also teaches 
forming a sheet into an article with a forming time of 30 seconds (col. 20, lines 44-45). 
Therefore, Oya discloses a heating time like claimed even when forming is not associated with 
orientation. Furthermore, note applicant's own admission that a forming time of greater than 30 
seconds is "industrially disadvantageous" (page 31, lines 5-7). 

With respect to argument (B), it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., crystallization index and absolute value of a heat-up crystallization heat amount) are not 
recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, 
limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 
F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Furthermore, applicant has not established that 
said properties are inherently present in claimed method given that the examples are not 
reasonably representative of the scope of the claimed method, 
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